Dialogue--A New Utopia? by Gorniak-Kocikowska, Krystyna
Occasional Papers on Religion in Eastern Europe




Adam Mickiewicz University, Poland
Follow this and additional works at: http://digitalcommons.georgefox.edu/ree
Part of the Christianity Commons
This Article is brought to you for free and open access by Digital Commons @ George Fox University. It has been accepted for inclusion in Occasional
Papers on Religion in Eastern Europe by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ George Fox University.
Recommended Citation
Gorniak-Kocikowska, Krystyna (1986) "Dialogue--A New Utopia?," Occasional Papers on Religion in Eastern Europe: Vol. 6: Iss. 5,
Article 3.
Available at: http://digitalcommons.georgefox.edu/ree/vol6/iss5/3
DIALOGUE--A NEW UTOPIA? 
by Krystyna Gorniak-Koc ikowska 
Dr. Krys tyna Gorniak-Koc ikowska i s  a profes sor o f  
phi lo s ophy a t  t he Adam M i c k i e w i c z  Un i ve r s i ty i n  
Poznan,  P oland. She belongs t o  t he younger gen­
erat ion of philos ophers. She has attended a num­
b e r  o f  c on f e r en c e s  ab road and i s  i n t e r e s t ed i n  
dialogue on many levels. 
One of the most important features o f  the c ontemporary world i s  
tha t tha t world i s  partly self- created by the people who live i n  it, 
and ye t a p p e a r s  alien to t he s e  s a m e  p e o ple.  I s  t h i s  t he f i r s t  o c c a ­
s i on o f  t h i s  s o r t  in human hi s t ory, o r  h a v e  there b e e n  p re v i ou s  
periods when people felt content--and even happy- -with the world in 
which they lived? Not in the culture o f  the Wes tern world. 1 People 
have always said that happine s s  was a feature o f  some dis�ant, former 
Golden Age, or els e that it  would be realized only in the future. In 
r e ali ty , howeve r ,  p e ople have nec e s s a r ily had to c on c en t r a t e  on the 
f u t u r e  s in c e  i t  i s  i m po s s ible to r e t urn to the p a s t .  I n  e a c h  age 
p e o ple c on s t ru c t e d  an ideal p i c ture  o f  the world, whi ch they s ub s e­
quently t ried t o  realize in their present. However ,  it has never been 
poss ible to accomplish thi s.  These dreams have remained mere u topias. 
I 
Dissatisfact ion with a given s i tuat i on does not seem to be pecu­
l i a r  t o  hum an s .  A c c ording t o  Karl P o p p e r: "L i f e  looks for  a b e t t e r  
world. Each living individual thing tries t o  find a bet ter world, at 
le a s t  in o rde r to s u rvive o r  to s w i m  a b i t  e a s i e r  the r e .  Thi s i s  
charac teri s t i c  o f  all life, from the amoeba up t o  man. I t  i s  ever our 
wi sh, our hope, and our utopia to find an ideal world" (Popper/Lorenz, 
1 9 8 5 , p. 17 ) . Thi s  i d eal world wa s p o r t rayed in the Chr i s t i an reli­
g i on as t he Kingdom of God.  P e ople had t o  t ry t o  achieve i t .  But 
what the Christ ians were t rying to reach in early Chr i s t ian time s ,  as 
well as in the Middle Ages, has different interpretat ions today. On 
the one hand , one s e e s  in t he s e  p e o ple an e x i s t en t i al need f o r  inner 
perfect ion and for spiri tual unity with God. Nikolai Berdyaev wa s one 
philos opher who understood in this way the t enacity o f  the people of 
the Middle Age s .  Fo r C z e slaw M i lo s z, s i m ila rly to Be rdyaev, the 
Middle Ages was the period o f  t rue Christ ianity. As Jaroslaw Anders 
has wr it ten: "The medieval m ind was roo ted, according to M ilos z, no t 
only i n  t he olo g i c al do c t rine  b u t  in the rel i g i ou s  i m a g e s  t ha t  o rga­
nized outer and inner life so as to give special s igni ficance to human 
1 3  
14 
exi s tence. Perhaps the most important of these,  Milosz s ugge s t s ,  was 
the Chris tian image of God-as- Man, or divini ty in human shape,  which 
conveyed a message that the world of being had one inherent goal: a 
real i z a t ion o f  s om e  k ind o f  p e r f e c t ,  ab s olu t e  human i t y" (Ande r s ,  
1 9 8 6 ) .  On the o t her hand, the a s p i r a t i on t o  un i t y  w i th G o d  i n  G o d ' s  
Kingdom o n  e a r t h  c an b e  s e en a s  t he b a s i s  for  human c onque s t  o f  the 
earth for humankind. For exampl e ,  Re inha r t  Maurer ( 1 9 8 3 ) m a in t a i n s  
tha t t he whole We s t ern c i vili z a t i on developed because people uni ted 
the ir e f for t s  in a t t em p t ing to e s t a bl i s h  t h i s  K ingdom o f  heaven on 
ear th. Maurer thinks t ha t  chili a s m  re s ul t e d  from m an ' s  b e ing homo 
agens , and yet wi shing t o  find a better world. Thi s  chiliasm t rans­
formed the human being into a goal-directed be ing. Moreover, because 
it was one goal,  i . e . , the K ingdom o f  God on e a r t h ,  the p e o ple who 
sought it were uni ted in a c ommunity o f  purpose. In accordance with 
t h i s  goa l ,  an ent i r e  hiera r chy o f  value s w a s  c on s t ru c t e d  which w a s  
subordinated to thi s goal. Likewise,  the social order was also subor­
dina t e d  t o  the goal. Acc ording to Andr i j a  Kre�i6, the b el i e f  in a 
k ingdom o f  heaven,  which would a r i s e  only " a t  the end" o f  h i s t ory , 
brought the first Chr i s t ian communities together. In thei r  isolation 
they became concentrated on building principles o f  social life which 
would best serve their dream (Kre�i6, 1978, p. 32). 
Be l i e f  i n  God and b el i e f  in the p o s s i b il i t y  of a c h i eving the i r  
aim were the premises which led t o  the clergy achieving their pos it ion 
at the very t o p  o f  the s o c i al order. The cle rgy,  howeve r ,  w e r e  s een 
a s  tho s e  who know how people mu s t  a c t 2 if they w i s h  to a chieve thi s  
s a c red goal. Em ile Du rkhe i m  s e e s  one of t he m o s t  i m po r t an t  s o c i al 
fun c t i ons o f  rel i g i on a s  b e ing tha t p e ople who b eli eve c an a c t  m o r e  
effect ively and become more succes s ful i n  their act ions than those who 
are nonbelievers (Durkheim, 1984, p. 558).  Likewise Europeans,  with 
their belief and their uni ted act ion, worked under the leadership of 
cle ric s (who b o th owned the m y s t e r ium of f a i t h  and at the s ame t i me 
pos ses sed the greatest knowledge o f  people and the world) in the hope 
of b uilding a bet ter future for humanity- -a future which they realized 
they would never live t o  see. 
This was the first great utopia o f  We s tern culture . 
I I  
In contrast  t o  Maurer, Jan Szczepanski sees o ther reasons for the 
economic , poli tical,  and cultural dominance of Europe in the world for 
the pa s t  25 0 0  ye a r s .  But in real i t y  one can redu c e  t he s e  t o  t w o  key 
fac tors: faith or religion (also recognized by Maurer) and rat ional­
i s t ic think ing,  i . e . , s c ien c e ,  whi ch b e gan in anc ient  G r e e c e  (Sz c z e ­
panski, 1985 , pp. 97 -99) .  However ,  w e  might also cons ider that one o f  
t h e  b e s t  known and , a c c ording t o  B e r t rand Ru s s ell (Ru s s e ll , 1 94 6 , p .  
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1 29 ), one of the olde s t  u t o p i a s  aro s e  du r ing an an c i ent  p e r i o d o f  
ra t i onali s t i c thinking.  Pla t o ' s  v i s ion of a p e r f e c t  s o c i e ty m ay be 
considered rat ionali stic  insofar as his ideal society was t o  b e  gov­
e rned by t he w i s e s t  m e n ,  i . e . , philo s ophe r s .  A s  C z e slaw M ilo s z  
writes: '�eason guided by Ero s es tabli shes universal ideas which, by 
the very f a c t  o f  the i r  ex i s t en c e ,  c on t radi c t  wha t i s  in the name o f  
wha t s hould b e "  (Milo s z ,  1 9 8 2 ,  p .  1 85 ). 
One can then always t ake a s  the b a s i s  o f  all l a t e r  u t op i a s  the 
two human fea ture s of fa i th and think ing. The s e  d i f f e r ,  but at the 
s a m e  t i m e  are b o th a t t r i bu t e s  of each human b e ing.  Y e t  they are  
c on s t an t ly in c o n fl i c t .  I n  European hi s t o ry one can see  d i f ferent 
p e r i o d s  whe r e  one o r  the o t her was clea rly dom inan t .  D e s p i t e  thi s 
conflic t ,  they formed the ground o f  people ' s  act ivity in a t t empting to 
build a b e t ter world. 
Unt il the Middle Age s i t  seemed that human beings ' main mot iva­
t ing force was religious faith in the kingdom of God on earth. How­
ever, the di fferent forms o f  people' s  activity resulted in the devel­
opment of s cience and technology. The invent ion of the print ing press  
shortened the t ime necessary for popularizat ion o f  the newe s t  inven­
t ion s and discoveries. As a result science and technology' s  develop­
ment was even more accelerated. At the same t ime, Gutenberg ' s  inven­
t i on inc r e a s e d  the po s s ible independence  o f  p e ople from t he cle rgy. 
As t he di s s e m ina t i on of t e x t s  grea tly w i dened,  the cle r gy ' s  c o n t rol 
over people ' s  thought became more and more tenuous.  Up to that t ime 
the only e ffect ive form of education had been through personal contact 
w i t h  one ' s  t e ache r ,  wh i c h  allowe d the t e acher gr e a t e r  c o n t r o l  ove r 
s tuden t s '  r e a c t i on s and develop m e n t .  T h e  r e s ul t s  o f  re s earch a l s o  
became sub j e c t s  of more open debate  rather than being monopolized and 
c o n t r olle d b y  the clergy. The p r in t e d  t e x t s  m ade individual s t udy 
pos s ible. The author of a printed text had no extratextual influence 
up on the r e c ep t ion o f  h i s  work,  unlike a t e a ch e r ,  w i t h h i s  g r e a t e r  
interpret ive control over h i s  s tudents '  thought. Before the invent ion 
o f  print ing, wisdom and knowledge were e ffect ively s een as almost a 
var i e t y o f  mys t i c al learn ing.  The po s s e s s o r s  o f  knowledge grea tly 
i n c r e a s e d  w i th the adven t  o f  p r in t ed t e x t s .  A t  the s a m e  t i m e  the 
p e r i o d  n e c e s s a ry f o r  the p opulariza t i on o f  i de a s  o f  a g i ve n  b o ok 
became ever shorter. The ''Divine Comedy" needed 400 years to become 
kn own throughout  t he whole o f  Europ e ,  "Don Qu ixo t e" neede d  20 years  
f o r  the s am e ,  and "We r t her" b y  Goe t he only 5 y e a r s  (see  E s ca rp i t ,  
196 9 ,  p .  21).  People could communicate then not only on the bas i s  of 
the ir own experience s ,  which could not always be compared, but also on 
the b a s i s  o f  wha t they had read,  i . e . , wha t  they "exp e r i en ce d" in 
their  m inds , what was both individual and at  the same t ime common. A 
new f a i t h  a r o s e : the f a i t h  tha t e a ch human b e ing c ould p o s s e s s  
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comp lete know ledge of the world and effec t ively act toward s his aims. 
The new rel igions of Protes tant i sm pos tulated even a c lergy composed 
o f  a l l  b e l i evers, i . e . ,  a l l  Pro t e s t an t s  were ob l i g e d  t o  s tudy t he 
Bible themselves rather than leave the Holy Word to the c lergy a lone .3 
For the f irs t t im e  in the h i s t ory o f  t he New A g e  i n  Europe an 
cul ture the kingdom of God on earth was seen as pos sibly realizable in 
the near future. There aro s e  the hope t ha t  peop l e  are a b l e  t o  bui l d 
thi s kingdom hie � nunc, and that e a c h  p er son, u s ing h i s /her o wn 
mental apparatus, could perce ive the path to the goa l and achieve this 
goa l .  In the e i ght e en th c e n t ury, for the f i r s t t i m e  in the New Age, 
We s tern cul ture not only cal led into doubt the omnipotence of God, but 
also the deity's very existence. The common goal was to be real ized 
t hrough the i nd ividua l cre a t iv i ty and in t e l l igence o f  p e op l e  the m ­
selves. Faith i n  the omnipotence of people's  reason was the '�piri tus 
movens" of humankind. As previously, people wanted to build a happy 
future. And as be fore, they be lieved in the pos s ib i l i ty of realiz ing 
thi s dreamed wor l d .  The road and the m e a n s  to the goa l had change d .  
Now not on l y  f a i t h in God, but  f a i t h in e ach hum an b e ing wou l d  b r i ng 
human happine s s. Thi s was the second great Wes tern utopia. 
I I I  
The idea that a l l  people by using their own reason have the same 
pos s i b i l i t i e s  of l e arn ing the tru th, know ing abou t the wor l d ,  and 
e f f e c t ive ly a c t ing, gave birth to another i d e a, or, r a t her, c au s e d  
peop l e  t o  remember a long forgo t t en i d e a, i . e., t h a t  peop l e  s hou l d  
have the same rights. Long sought happiness i n  the future should be 
acce s s ible in the same degree to a l l, as should also be the new des ire 
of rea l i z ing happ ine s s  in t he pre s en t .  Peop l e  shou l d  n o t  on l y  have 
the s ame right s in the ir s triv ing for a b e t ter wor l d ,  b u t  a l so in 
their access to what already exists .  
From thi s idea arose a new utopia: the social i s t ic utopia. This 
utopia also fea tured fa ith in a bet ter future for humankind. Thi s  was 
of ten unders tood a s  the fu l f i l l m e n t  o f  the Chri s t i a n  be l i e f  i n  
Chri s t's Second Com ing. I n  social i s t ic ideology "prie s t s" or, rather, 
the m en of w i s dom, aga in gained t he l e a d er s h i p  pos i t ion in soc i e t y .  
There was the fa ith that people through their own act ivity would bui l d  
the ir own future, a n e w  wor l d  b e t ter than t he pre s e n t  one .  Tho s e  
peop l e  who pos s e s s e d  the "power o f  tran s c endence" (Kre�ic, 1 97 8, p .  
3 3 )  s hou l d  s how o ther s how t h i s  dream ed goa l cou ld b e  rea l i z e d .  
'�ecause o f  thi s work o f  trans cending ·' this world,' it  i s  qui te logi­
c a l  for the Marx i s t  Ern s t  B loch to poi n t  ou t in h i s  non-con form i s t  
phi losophy of hope and 'dialectica l-concr e t e  utop ia' the po s s i bi l i t y  
o f  read ing the Bible 'with the eyes o f  the Communist Manifes to,•4 and 
the pos sibi lity that Chri s t ianity should again form an a l l iance with 
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the revol u t ion (a f t er the a l l i ance of t he period of p e a s an t  wars )" 
(Kresic, 1 9 7 8 ,  p p .  3 3 f . ) .  
The gigant ic mental work o f  Karl Marx opposed such an unders tand­
ing of s oc i a l i sm .  M arx w a s  a s  op t im i s t i c and ·had a s  much f a i t h i n  
i.nd ividua l human reason as  d i d  the phi losophers of the Enl ightenment. 
But contrary to many other socia l i s t  ideolog i s t s, Marx wanted to bui ld 
social egalitariani sm on scient ific and rationa l i s t  grounds .  In hi s 
o p in ion, the work ing c l a s s  wou l d  b u i l d  t he ir e m anc i p a t ion t hrough 
the ir own work, s truggle, and wi sdom. "Workers of the World Unite!" 
ra ther t han "Work ers o f  the Wor l d ,  Fo l l ow M e ! "5 Thi s  s t a t e m ent,  
however, made it  pos s ible  to see Marx a l so as a utopian, a man who saw 
the working class as  a Mess iah, l ike Czes l aw M i losz did (Mi los z, 1982, 
p .  1 9 1 ) .  
But on the other hand, Marx s tated that phi losophy i s  the head of 
the revo l u t ion, whi l e  the pro l e t ar i a t  is  i t s  heart . If  w e  conne c t  
thi s w i th the statement that the mos t important d ivis ion of l abor i s  
the divis ion between menta l  and physical work (Marx, Engels,  1979, I, 
p. 222), i t  is c l e ar t ha t  t he e s s en t i a l  s i t u a t ion up to Marx ' s  -t i m e  
had not chang e d  a t  a l l . A nonan t a goni s t i c  soc i e t y  wou l d  remain a 
utopia as  long as thi s divis ion of work endured. Socialistic  ideology 
would retain the d ivis ion between those peopl e  who know and those who 
trust  these  know l edgab l e  ones and who would fol low the former--which 
m i ght e a s i ly b e come reduc i b l e  to m ere ob e d i enc e to t he m .  As in 
P lato's  utopia, we have at the top of society the "philosophers," who 
m i gh t  e a s i l y b e  und ers tood a s  "peop l e  o f  w i s dom," the pos s e s sors o f  
the s e cre t o f  how t o  l e ad peop l e  t o  t he Prom i s e d Land. 6 The conv i c ­
t ion tha t only s c i en t i s t s  c a n  truly know and d e s cr i b e  rea l i t y  w a s  
crea ted, and that only afterwards could "ordinary" people be enlight­
ened and taught thi s  goa1. 7 I t  was accepte d  that the prole tariat are 
riot ab le to perform independent mental work. 8 "I t can be read in each 
sociology textbook that authority is necessary for the exi s t ence and 
conc entra t ion o f  group s  and that no group can b e  s t ab l e  w i t hou t i t" 
(S z c z e p ans k i ,  1 9 84, p .  1 0 4 ) .  I n  today ' s  wor l d  w e  c an s e e  m any exam-
. p l e s  o f  p eop l e  l ook i ng for a l eader, or a prophe t ,  who they are 
w i l l ing t o  fol l ow and who s e  au thor i t y  they w i l l ing ly a c c e p t .  (In 
P o l and, for exam p l e, thi s t endency was mani fe s t e d  as the "cu l t  of 
experts" of the early 1980s.)  
Wha t are the b a s e s  for t h i s  d e s ire for a l eader? I s  i t, a s  
N i e t z s che wro t e, chara c t er ist i c  o f  peop l e  dom ina t e d  b y  the herd 
ins tinct, an ins t inct re inforced by the Chri s t ian tradit ion, in which 
obedience i s  regarded as one of the most important virtue s? Or should 
we agree with the b i t ter remark of Karl Jaspers that people don' t want 
to think? Or with Sartre that people wish to flee their respons ibili­
ties? John Naisbitt  c laims that the revival of re ligious practice in 
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contemporary America ari ses because people "need something to hang on 
to [my empha s i s], not some thing to d e b a t e" (N a i s b i t t , 1 9 84, p .  24 0 ) .  
Wha t ever i t  b e, fa i t h  in t he read ine s s  o r  pos s ib i l i t y  o f  peop l e ' s  
independent use of their reason should b e  seen a s  too opt imis t ic. 
IV 
The end of the n i n e t e e n t h  c e n t ury w a s  m arked by d e s p a ir in t he 
omnipotence of human wisdom. Thi s  de spair is seen today as a s trong 
antirat iona l i s t  s tream in the social sciences, as well a s  in everyday 
life, and even in the natural s c iences. Thi s tendency i s  the resul t, 
on the one hand, of d i s appoin tment  w i t h  the na t ura l s c i e n c e s  and 
technology, which did not ful fill  the promises of their enthusias t s  of 
the e ighteenth and nineteenth centuries, not only fai l ing to increase 
human happiness, but increas ing the threa t of total des truct ion. On 
the o ther hand, i t  i s  a l so an expre s s ion of t he he l p l e s s ne s s  of  t he 
majority of people, even the educated, in the face of ever burgeoning 
know l edge which t hey can n e i t her po s s e s s  in i t s  tot a l i t y nor tru l y  
und ers tand. "True" know l edge, the h i ghe s t  achievem e n t  o f  the 
sciences, is  acces sible only to e l ites.  Individual talent s and abi l i­
t i e s  are not a s  impor t an t  today a s  f i f t y  years ago. A g a in there 
arises the divi s ion of people into those who "really know" and those 
who trust and believe the former. It seems there is no pos s ib i l i ty of 
e f fe c t ive s oc i a l  con trol of t he deve lopment and app l i c a t ion o f  t he 
s c ien c e s .  Hany peop l e  f e e l  che a t e d  b y  mod ern s c i ence. Even i f  the 
cri s i s  of  We s t ern cul ture is  a r e s u l t  o f  the creat ion o f  a c on s u m er 
society in which people are given their individual i ty, their w i l l, and 
their happiness, thi s prob lem remains intact. The consumer society is  
a result of the deve lopment of t echnology, based on rat ional i s t  phi lo­
sophy and on the natural sciences.  In thi s case as well, rat iona l i sm 
may be regarded as "gui lty" of leading humanity down a b l ind al ley. 
The wor l d  of t e c hnology in which we now l ive w a s  c r e a t e d  b y  
peop l e  them s e lv e s . 9 The hum an b e ing i s  the crea tor o f  thi s worl d, 
even t hough he/  she no longer unders t and s i t .  He/ she a l so n o  longer 
comprehends na ture, i.e., the world apart from people.10 Thi s is  the 
fundamental prob lem of contemporary humanity. In their s earch for a 
happy world peop le have fal len into a trap. The ir self-created world 
is for most of t hem a s  dangerou s and unknown as t he ir form er wor l d ,  
a n d  "ord inary" peop l e  are a s  he l p l e s s  a n d  a s  b a f f l e d  a s  b e fore.  The 
difference is  that the se "ordinary" peop le have an add i tional feel ing 
of menace. The ir insecuri ty is reinforced because of the percept ion 
of the possibility of total de s truct ion. This des truct ion threatens 
humankind firs t of all  from the device s of people themselves, rather 
than from "b l ind" nature ' s  forc e s .  B u t  d e s p i t e  t he human s ourc e o f  
this danger, peop le cannot escape their fee l ing of he lples snes s.  Thi s  
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feel ing o f  being threatened gives birth to di fferent reac t i ons: from 
a pos ition o f  acceptance, 1 1  through various kinds and shades o f  res ig­
nat ion, to eventual hope and an ac tive fight agains t thi s threat, even 
i f  i t  manife s t s  i t s e l f  in the search for a leader who w i l l  know how t o  
end the threat. All these  a t t i tudes are more o r  less  utopian. Their 
utopian charac ter is  manife s ted in the fac t  that people 's  percept ions 
o f  the world haven' t  es sentially changed: now as  before, the subject ­
o bj e c t  d i s t in c t i on r e m a i n s ,  whereby the obj e c t  i s  reduced t o  the 
s t a t u s  of a p o or t o o l  t o  be u t i l i z e d  in human a c t i on s .  Even a c t i on,  
as  previously understood in this text, can no longer be  talked about:  
"The pos s ibi l ity of produc ing something, which is contained in techno­
l ogy, has  deve l op e d--n o t  l e a s t  a s  a re s u l t o f  i t s  s u c c e s s --in t o  a 
cru c i a l  form o f  a c t i on: even in human re l a t i on s h i p s ,  produ c t i on 
rep laces action" (Kampi t s, 1981, pp. 329f.) .  S ince the s ciences treat 
human be ings  m ore and more a s  phys i c a l  be ing s and have shown tha t 
human be ings  d on ' t  have any s p e c i a l  p o s i t i on i n  the un iver s e ,  the y  
have rendered people a s  mere obj ects, w i t h  a l l  the consequences which 
resul t from this. 
Funct ional ly speaking, mankind is not that d ifferent from a 
virus or a bac t er i a .  He i s  a s p e c k  i n  the va s t  univer s e .  
S u c h  a v i e w  c orre s pond s t o  t he k ind o f  m a s s k i l l ing w e 've 
seen in thi s century. To k i l l  a m i l l ion or two m i l l ion, or 
ten, what does it matter? Hitler, after a l l, was brought up 
on the vulgarized brochure s o f  n i n e t e en t h-ce n t ury s c i en c e .  
Thi s  i s  s omething c omp letely different from a vis ion o f  the 
wor l d  be fore C o p ern i cu s ,  where man w a s  o f  c en t ra l  i mp or­
tance. Probably the trans formation I sense w i l l  res tore in 
some way the anthropocentric vis ion of the universe (Mi lo sz, 
1 986 ) . 
The ques t ion is: is  i t  rea l ly poss ible to change thi s s i tuat ion? 
The lat ter' s cri t ique cannot s top the development of technology 
and s c i en c e .  Exper i m en t s  i n  "re t urning t o  na ture," und ers t o o d  a s  
re s igna tion from a l l  that techno logy has given people, are the purest 
form of u t op i ani s m .  T o d ay no e s c a p e  from t he world is  p o s s ible.  
(A f t er a l l, how can one draw a l ine be t w e e n  wha t is  a c c e p t a b l e  and 
what is not accep table from technology? ) Those who wish to turn their 
ba c k s  on t he pre s e n t  wor l d  w i l l  fe e l  the negat ive e f fe c t s  o f  
t e chno l og i c a l  c i v i l i z a t ion j u s t  a s  much a s  w i l l  o thers, and t o t a l  
des truc t ion threatens them j u s t  a s  it  does a l l  people. 
v 
We n e e d  a n e w  m o d e  o f  think ing: thinking n o t  i n  c a t eg or i e s  o f  
subj ect-obj ect, bu t i n  terms of subj ec t-subj ect.  But thi s new think­
ing n e e d s  a n e w  w or l d -p i c t ure or, be t t er, a n e w  s t ance  t o ward s the 
20 
world. To create a pic ture of the world means tha t the world is seen 
as an object of which l as a subject am not a part. 
In his book "The Prob lem of Man," Mart in Buber comments on Kant 's 
sta tement tha t the qu est ion "Wha t is m an? " is the basi c quest ion o f  
all philosophy. At t h e  sam e  t i m e, Bub e r  says this quest ion w a s  an­
sw ered n e i t h e r  by Kant nor b y  any o ther phi losophe r. Bub e r  h i mse l f  
writes: 
This means that we are at  the same t ime and in one with the 
fini teness of human beings ob l iged to know man's part icipa­
t i on in Non f i na l i ty, not as two sepa ra t e  f e a t u res, b u t  as 
the doub l ing of proc esses i n  which hum an ex ist ence can 
finally be cognized. Both Fina l i ty and Nonfina lity influ­
ence him ; he part icipates in both Finality and Nonfina lity 
(Bub er, 1 9 7 1, p. 1 4 ) .  
Peop le and the wor l d  sha re a r e l a t ion o f  oneness. Tha t  people 
are regarded as some thing di fferent from the world is an arbitrary ac t 
of human beings themse lves. We have made ourselves di fferent from the 
wor l d .  We have placed ou rselves in a posi t ion d i f f e rent  f rom the 
world, and have tried to be superior to it.  The new task of peop le is 
to feel and to be consc ious of the oneness of the world. '�ature must 
change from an obj ect which we can manage into some thing opposi te from 
us, but in which we part icipate. This doesn't  mean a romantic return 
to n a t ure in whi ch nature is again seen as an ob j e c t  for aesthe t i c  
purposes. . . . Na ture should again b e  the home of human beings, and 
not just the source of energy, food, and materials" (Kampi ts, 1981, p.  
3 3 0 ) . 12 "Man pa r t i c ip a t es in both F ina l i ty and Non f inal i t y . "  This 
statement of Buber at the same time ind icates t hat the fulfil lment of 
man's b e i ng can b e  seen nei the r from a single-sided o r i en t a t ion o f  
Nonfina lity understood as the aim o f  oneness with God 13 nor as a one­
sided ident i f i c a t ion w i t h  Fina l i t y. Both o f  these when t aken sep a ­
rat ely lead to the degradat ion of one o r  the other o f  these relations, 
i . e . ,  the re l a t ion b e tween man/woman and F i na l i t y or the r e l a t ion 
be tween man/woman and Nonfina lity into a mere subject-ob j ect re lation. 
The resu l t  of which is tha t the human hi mse l f/he rsel f  b e com e s  an 
obj ect . 
Man/woman, who partic ipat es in Finality and in Nonfinali ty, has a 
posi t ion, so t o  sp eak, a t  the cen t e r  of the universe, b u t  not in the 
sense of c l assi c a l  anthropoc ent rism. At the sa me t i m e  w e  shou l d  
consider Kant's view that the role o f  man/woman in his/her relation to 
the external world is to order that world. If we are united with the 
wor ld, our situat ion is much more comp l icated than philosophers pre­
viously thought it  to be. We are no longer spectators looking at  the 
wor l d  a s  i f  i t  w ere a m ere p i c t ure.  We are a l so no longer t h e  cre ­
a t or s  o f  ord e r  in the wor l d  who chang the wor l d  w i t hou t them s e lv e s  
b e ing changed by t h e  wor l d .  Nor a r e  we archi t e c t s  w h o  rebui l t  the 
wor l d  a c c ord ing t o  t h e i r  own d e s ign. We are partners o f  a l l  other 
e l e m en t s  o f  t he wor l d . 1 4  We change t he wor l d  a n d  a r e  changed b y  i t .  
A t  t he s a m e  t ime, our r o l e  i n  thi s wor l d  i s, o r  rather s hou l d  be,  
mediat ion. Mediat ion i s  a l so a kind of dialogue. The mediator should 
b e  ab l e  to d i a logue w i t h  b o t h  s id e s .  I f  then "man part i c i p a t e s  i n  
both Fina l i ty and Nonfinal i ti' his  nature should be dialogical. A s  a 
re s u l t ,  t h e  d i a logi c a l  prin c i p l e  s hou l d  b e  t h e  princ i p l e  o f  human 
exi s t ence at a l l  its leve l s .  
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Hum ank ind today fac e s  a qua l i t a t iv e l y  n e w  s i tua t ion .  I t  no 
longer has to answer que s t ions regarding what it can or should w i l l  or 
wha t i s  or s hou l d  b e  i t s  goa l .  The s e  que s t ion s w ere ans wered when 
people decided tha t their goal i s  happines s .  Through their different 
act ions in pursui t of this goal, human beings bui l t  s t i l l  new utopias, 
as  we l l  as construct ing a new world. In thi s new "human world" we not 
only have the prob lem of the relat ionship of humans and nature, or of 
hum an s and God . Much more i m portant  now are t he r e l a t ion s b e t ween 
human s and the resu l t s  of  their act ions: in the pas t, in the present, 
and in t h e  futur e .  Tod ay even n a t ure c anno t s urvive, or b e  revived, 
wi thout human a s s i s tance. This  means that all these relations become 
form s of r e l a t ions b e t w e en p eop l e  them s e lve s .  The onene s s  o f  the 
world find its expre s s ion in human exi s tence, and now the exi s t ence of 
the Earth is d e p enden t on peop l e .  As long a s  hum ank ind h a s  no o t her 
hom e b u t  th i s  p l ane t ,  i t s  mos t  i m por t an t  goa l  mus t  b e  to e n s ure the 
security of l i fe on Earth. 
Thi s  goal is qui te d ifferent from the goal of the utopias, which 
w a s  un t i l  now the prop e l l ing for c e  of human ac t iv i t y .  The goa l o f  
e a c h  u top i a  w a s  a n  " i d e a l " 1 5 ; t h e  con t em poary goa l i s  a n e c e s s i ty. 
�hrough their act ions people are now ab l e  to des troy the earth; so the 
surviva l of our p lanet depends on peop l e ' s  w i l l, even i f  i t  i s  mainly 
the wi 11 of " l e a d er s . "  Upon t h i s  d e p end s the f a t e  of the Earth, a s  
the abode of humankind. 
Peop l e  have a c t e d b u s i l y  in trying to rea l i z e  u top i a s ,  both 
mentioned here, as  wel l as  a number of others. None of these  utop ias 
be longs mere ly to the "dead past." Each of them has i t s  sworn adher­
e n t s  and d e fenders who b e l i eve tha t on l y  t h e  rea l i z a t ion o f  t h e ir 
u t op i a  c an f u l f i l l  hum ani t y ' s  goa l:  h a p p i n e s s .  The exam p l e s  m en­
t ioned here show how di fferent utopias are from each other. Phi loso­
phers 1 6  have o f t en shown t ha t  the d i a logue b e t w e en f a i t h  (w h i ch i s  
2 1  
2 2  
o f t en iden t i f ie d  w i t h  re l i g i on and w h i c h  m ay a l s o  b e  o f t en und e r s t ood 
a s  h u m an p a r t i c i p a t i on i n  N o n f i n a l i t y )  a n d  r a t i o n a l t h i n k i n g ,  i . e . ,  
s c ienc e ,  wh i c h  r e p r e s en t s  human pa r t i c i p a t ion in Fina l i ty ,  h a s  b e en 
v e ry d i f ficu l t ,  i f  n o t  impo s s ib l e .  Kinh i d e  Mushako j i s e e s  the pos s i ­
b i l i t y  of s o lv in g  t h i s  prob l e m .  He w r i t e s : 
A dia l ogue about s o c i a l  prax i s  b e t w een t h o s e  who b e l i eve in 
God and t h o s e  who do n o t  c an be f r u i t f u l  o n l y  w h e n  b o t h  
p a r t i e s  reach a p o i n t  where t he que s t ion o f  thei s m  o r  a th e ­
i s m b e c o m e s  n o t  m e r e l y  a l o g i c a l  que s t ion a b o u t  t h e  a f f i rma­
t i on or n e g a t i on o f  t h e  c on c e p t  o f  God b u t  r a t h e r  a n  e x i s ­
t en t i a l  p ro b l em o f  the m o t iv a t ion both p a r t i e s  have i n  the i r  
s o c i a l  p r a x i s .  B o t h  p a r t i e s  c a n  r e a c h  a p o i n t  w h e r e  t h e y  
s e e  t h e  f u t i l i t y o f  q u a r r e l l i n g  o n  a f o r m a l  l o g i c a l l e v e l 
and s e e  t h a t  any s o c i a l  prax i s  mu s t  recogn i z e  the h i s t o r i c a l  
r o l e  o f  b o t h  t h o s e  w h o  b e l i ev e  i n  G o d  a n d  t h o s e  T,J h o  d o  n o t .  
Th i s  rea l i z a t i on i s  n o t  an e c l e c t i c i s m nor a syn c re t i sm ;  i t  
i s  the a f f i rm a t i on o f  t w o  con t ra d i c t ory po s i t ions n o t  on t h e  
l ev e l  o f  formal l o g i c  b u t  on the ex i s t en t i a l  l eve l o f  s o c i a l  
p rax i s  (Mushako j i ,  1 9 85 , p. 2 5 5 ) .  
The d i f f i cu l t i e s  shown h e r e  cou l d  b e  much s ma l l e r  i f  fa i t h  and think­
ing were s e en a s  f a c t o r s  in � t o t a l i ty and n o t  s i n1ply a s  t wo d i f ferent 
fac t o r s  b e l onging t o  oppos ing t o t a l i t ie s  b e t w e en wh i ch one must t ry to 
b u i l d  a d i a l o g i c a l  b r i d g e .  We s h o u l d  t h e n  s p e a k  as w e l l  of b o t h  t h e  
d ia l ogue o c cu r ing w i t h in e a ch g roup o f  peop l e  and the d i a l ogue o f  e a ch 
ind ividual w i th h e r s e l f / h i m s e l f . The s e  form s o f  "in t e rna l "  d i a l ogue 
shou l d  never b e  s e en a s  mere m ono l ogue , even t hough a qua s i - d i a l ogue 
m ay c on s i s t  of only monol ogue s .  As sured l y  such in t e rna l d i a l ogue may,  
for m any reason s ,  in pr a c t i c e  p rove ob s t ru c t ive. Such r e a sons have a 
m a i n l y  s t r a t e g i c  cha ra c t e r : in "ex t erna l "  d i a l ogue b e t w een t w o  g roup s 
i t  o f t e n s e e m s  b e t t e r  t o  p r e s e n t  o n e ' s  o w n  g r o u p  a s  a m on o l i t h .  B u t  
t h en i s  e x t e r n a l d i a l o g u e  r i g h t  f r o m  t h e  s t a r t  a m e r e  d i s t o r t i o n ?  
Shou l d  such a s i t ua t i on b e  s e en a s  a d i s g u i s e d  con f l i c t  rather than a s  
a d i a l ogue? 1 7  I n  thi s con t ext , the f o l l ow ing s t a t ement b y  Jo s e f  S imon 
m ay b e  very impor t an t :  
T o  the c u l ture o f  d i a l ogue b e l ongs s o m e  degree o f  skep t i c i s m  
f r o m  b o t h  s i d e s  i n  k n o w i n g  t h a t t h e i r  o w n  c o nv i c t i on i s  
" g r e a t e r "  b e c au s e  i t  i s  n o n i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e ,  a l t h o u g h  t h i s  
d o e s  n o t  m e a n  i t  i s  t ru e r .  T o  t h i s  c u l t u r e  b e l o n g s  t h e  
a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  o t h e r ' s  c o nv i c t i o n a s  a l s o s o m e o n e ' s  
" o w n . "  Th i s  r e c i p r o c a l  a c c e p t an c e  i s  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  a 
p r a c t i c a l  t r u t h .  N o t  t r u t h ,  b u t  t h e  o p p o s i t i o n  b e t w e e n  
fa i th i n  author i t y  and one ' s  own conv i c t i on w i l l  b e  r e l a t i ­
v i zed i n  such a w a y  that t o  t h e  other w i l l  a l s o b e  g iven the 
r i ght t o  po s s e s s  a conv i c t i on ,  and the reby authori ty ( S imon , 
1 9 8 5 ,  p .  5 7 ) . 
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VI I 
The hope of contemporary peop le !! dialogue. One t ries to make a 
dialogue be tween representatives of diffe ren t t e n d en c i e s ,  p o s i t i on s ,  
viewpoin t s ,  doctrines, etc., and to conduc t  thi s d ialogue o n  di fferent 
l eve ls .  But is thi s real ly a dialogue? I sn't  it real ly mainly seek­
ing at cro s s  purposes and at d ifferent times from each other;  and even 
i f  p e o p l e  s p e a k  t o  e a c h  o t h e r ,  i s  i t  rea l ly a c a s e  o f  l i s t en ing and 
respond ing to each other? There are many doub t s  as  to  the pos s ib i lity 
o f  dia logue s which arise from theoret i ca l  premise s ;  but there are also 
very many pract i ca l  ob s tacles which are mainly due to psychological 
r e a s on s  and whi ch can m ake d i a l ogue i m po s s i b l e .  As a good exam p l e, 
there i s  the h i s t o ry o f  e f fo r t s  a t  d i a l ogue b � t w e en Chr i s t i ans and 
Marxis t s . 18 Paul Moj ze s  shows not only this history; he ha s also  made 
a l i s t--though incomplete, as he himself  c la ims--of 28 premises  which 
are neces sary for dia logue. Jus t  reading thi s l i s t  make s i t  c lear how 
great the di fficul ties o f  dialogue are. Yet ,  according to Mushakoj i 
(1 985, p. 235 ) ,  the dialogue between Chris t ians and Marxis t s, as  wel l  
a s  the dialogue be tween East and Wes t ,  can serve a s  re lat ively fruit­
ful dia logues ! 
And r a s  S z ennay s ay s  t ha t  the d i a l ogue b e t we en Chr i s t i ans  and 
Marxi s t s  is future-oriented (see: Moj zes, 1981, p.  203).  All  utopias 
a r e  a l s o  fut ure-o r i e n t ed, as I showed a t  the b e g inning of thi s t e x t .  
Should w e  d raw from thi s para l lel the conc lus ion that dialogue i s  also 
u t op i an? N o ,  s i nce  d i a l ogue i s  n o t  a g o a l  o f  hum an a c t iv i ty.  D i a­
l ogue is  a p o s i t i on, a m e thod which shou l d  he l p  p e o p l e  t o  act  for 
t he i r  d i f fe r e n t  u t o p i a s ,  the d i f f e r e n c e s  of whi ch are a c c e p t e d  b y  
everyone.  T o  s t r ive f o r  a s in g l e  g o a l  i s  no l on g e r  p o s s ib l e s ince  
God ' s  kingdom is  seen as  capab le of being achieved e i ther "at the end 
o f  d a y s "  o r  hie � nun c .  Cont rary t o  the p a s t ,  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  a 
p l ura l i t y  o f  u t o p i a s  i s  a n e c e s s i ty, i f  hum ank ind d o e s  n o t  want  t o  
c o m m i t  s u i c i d e .  Th i s  i s  a parad ox: as l ong as p e o p l e  w e r e  n o t  a b l e  
t o  d e s t roy t o t a l l y the i r  o wn k ind a s  a r e s u l t  o f  t he i r  p o w e r  over 
nature, the feel ing of their onenes s with Fina l ity and Nonfinal ity was 
unnecessary for them. It was enough to ident i fy themselves w i th only 
one o f  t he s e  m o d e s  o f  the un ive r s e ' s  b e ing.  In a c cordance w i t h t hi s  
condi t ion, human method was confrontat ion rather than dialogue. To 
t raverse thi s former path i s  far too dangerous today. S o  perhaps it 
w i l l  be this danger which w i l l  l ead people to the percept ion that "We 
s imu ltaneously and toge ther with the acceptance of the Finality o f  man 
have to know man's  participation in Nonfina l i ty, not as two separate 
f e a t u re s ,  b u t  as t he doub l ing of pro c e s s e s  in which human e x i s t ence 
can f ina l l y be c o gn i z e d "  (Bub e r ,  1 9 7 1 , p .  1 4 ) .  Thi s  d oub l in g  of 
processes  can be manifes ted in dialogue. 
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D i f feren c e s  are no t to b e  remove d, b u t  are t o  s erve a s  
mutua l enr i chm en t .  Both partners m u s t b e  open t o  i n s i ght 
gained in the j oint  ende avor. Ten s ion, d i s s e n t ,  and even 
conflict are seen as part of the process.  No at tempt should 
be made to camou f l age d i f ferenc e s  for the s ake of t he a p ­
pearance o f  a superficial agreement. Partners in dialogue 
must s e e k  to know one ano ther d irec t l y by l i s t en ing, b y  
speaking, by working toge ther (Moj zes, 1981, p. 213).  
Evidently the s tatement of the necess ity of dia logue i s  only the 
beginning of a long journey. Even when thi s neces s i ty is  eventual ly 
genera lly accepted, there w i l l  remain an immense number of prob lems 
making dialogue di fficult.  One of the mos t important of these is  the 
immanent chara c t er of each human b e ing.  A c cord ing t o  Karl Popper, 
"Man is  firs t of a l l  language. What is it which make s the deve lopment 
of cul ture pos s ib le? Cri t ique. Through language and through crit ique 
we have developed cul ture" (Popper in Popper-Lorenz, 1985, p. 39) .  At 
the s a m e  t i m e  on e can s e e  here gre a t  d i f f i cu l t y  s in c e  l anguage i s  
s t i l l  a very imperfect tool ; but peop le mus t use thi s tool a s  up t i l l  
now n o  b e t ter on e ha s b e en found.  S i mon m a i n t a in s  t ha t t h e  one who 
s p e a k s  d i s c lo s e s  hers e l f /him s e l f. She / he tran s m i t s  to o t hers the 
pos s i b i l i t y o f  the ir unders t and ing her/him. Even if on e t ri e s  to 
frame the understanding of his/her words in a part icular way, e.g., by 
giving s e t s  of d e f i n i t ion s ,  on e can never be c e r t a i n  tha t h i s /her 
word s will be unders tood by others in the way he/ she intended. He/she 
can never ful ly communicate himsel f/herse l f  in his /her word s.  Speak­
ing remains a trans-lation to others, having no guarantee of complete 
tran s l a t ion. 1 9  Th i s  d e c ep t ivene s s  of l anguage make s d i a logue very 
difficult  even if  one has the best  intent ions, because one can never 
b e  s ure i f  s he / he has been correc t l y  unders t ood.  Tha t i s  why i t  i s  
even more important to pos sess  a willingne s s  to l i s ten and to try to 
und ers t and.  To und ers t and t he utop i a s  of my partners who d e s ire a s  
much as I do to bui ld a bet ter world of the future. 
C z e s law Mi l o s z  ha s s a i d  (Mi lo s z, 1 9 8 6 )  tha t a l l  prob l e m s  of 
�ontemporary soc iety re sul t from the fact that humankind in the e igh­
t e enth cen tury took a "wron g train." One shou l d  rather s ay tha t we 
travel today on many di fferent trains trave l l ing along numerous sepa­
rate tracks. Yet neverthe less, we all  wish finally to reach the same 
f ina l s t a t ion. Perha p s  b e c a u s e  the trains do not trav e l the s am e  
tracks a col lision w i l l  not b e  pos s ible? 
Author ' s Note: 
I wou ld l ike to thank Profes sor Pau l Moj zes and Profes sor Jozef 
S i mon for the ir ki nd remark s and sugge s t ion s  concerning t he German 
vers ion of thi s paper (whi ch w i l l  be pub l i shed in Conceptus no.  50, 
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1 9 8 6 ,  Au s tr i a )  on which I b a s e d  t h i s  p a p er.  I wou l d  a l so l ike to 
thank Mr . John Thomas ,  who corrected my English .  
ENDNOTES 
1 In the OrJ en t ,  e . g . ,  in the c a s e  o f  M ahara shi M ahe s h  Yog i ,  
whose teaching i s  intended t c  be more accessible  t o  Wes tern audiences ,  
happine s s  i s  connec ted w i th meditat ion. However, the Wes tern concept 
o f  human happ in e s s  a s  n e c e s s a r i l y  conn e c t e d  w i t h human a c t i v i t y  i s  
thereby d e v a l u e d  or even j e t t i sone d .  (See,  for exam p l e, He ino' s 
[1982] treatment of the sub j ect.)  
2The word "ac t ion" i s  understood in Zelger' s sense (1984). How 
important act ion i s  for the Chris t ian rel igion i s  shown by, for exam­
p le, Harri Heino, who is the d irecto� of the Research Ins t i tute of the 
L u t heran Church o f  Fin l and.  He wri t e s : " • . •  the Lu t heran c hurch 
cannot interpret the deep meditation so that the med i tat ion experience 
would be an immediate path to unity with God" (Heino, 1982, p.  21).  
3The supremacy of the c l ergy as the only "owner" o f  the mys tery 
o f  fa i th and o f  know l e d g e  endured much longer in the Roman C a t ho l i c  
Church.  Thi s  i s  sometimes s een (e.g. , Hooykaa s ,  1972) a s  a n  explana­
t ion for the fact tha t in the last  two hundred years relat ively fewer 
scien t i s t s  in the USA have come from a Catholic background than from a 
Protes tant background. 
4Kre'tif quotes Ern s t  Bloch, Athei smus im Chris tentum (Frankfurt 
am Main, Suhrkamp Verlag 1968),  p. 67.  
5 How op t im i s t i c and -a t  the same t i m e  u top i an the s i t ua t ion o f  
the work ing c l a s s  o f  tha t t im e  w a s  s e en i s  s hown, for exam p l e ,  b y  
Enge l s '  p a p er "The Europ ean Worker in 1 8 7 7 " (Marx -Enge l s ,  1 9 7 9 ,  vol .  
4 ) . 
6 Bertrand Ru s s e l l  thinks tha t in e a c h  form o f  s oc i e t y up t i l l  
now on e s t i l l  s e e s the same d iv i s ion tha t w a s  d eve loped b y  P l ato 
(Ru s s e l l ,  1 94 6 ,  p p .  1 2 9 - 4 0 ) .  
7s ure l y  thi s w a s  n o t  on l y  t he r e s u l t  o f  s o c i a l i s t i c  i d e o logy, 
but firs t of all a resu l t  of the cul t  of s cience, which was deve loped 
as a result of the second utopia. From this example, one can well  see 
that utopias are based on ra tionalism as  well  as nonrationa l i sm. 
26 
8Mushakoj i, 1 985, pp. 244 ££.  : Mushakoj i based his views on J�an 
Duvignaud, Le Langage Perdu: Essai sur la Difference Anthropologique 
(P a r i s , 1 9 7 3 ), and Pau l Fre ire ,  P e d a gogy of the Oppre s s ed (Ne w  York, 
1 9 70 ) . 
1984 . 
9For further development of this point, see Gorniak-Kocikowska, 
10one should think of Durkheim ' s  cons iderat ions (1984 ) . 
1 1At the 1983 Semi�ar of the Swiss Association of Human S cience s, 
the theme of which was the "Mood of the End of Days, and the Cris i s  of 
Orientation," Profe s sor Kurt Sta lder (Bern, Switzerland) pos tulated a 
pos i t ive inner attitude towards the pos sible end of the world, which 
conta ins the pos s i b i l ity of c ro s s ing into a b e tt e r  wor l d .  See : 
Mens ch-Natur-Gese l l s chaft, II/ 1984. 
12when Konrad Lorenz s ays:  "An i ma l s  are a l so peop l e "  (Popper­
Lorenz, 1 9 8 5 ,  p .  1 4 ) , and: "The hum an s e n s e  of v a l u e s  corre s pond s to 
the proc e s s  of evo lution insofar as in our b r a in the game of a l l  
against a l l  i s  a l s o in progre s s , j u st l i ke in the externa l worl d "  
(Popper-Lorenz, 1 985, p .  20), then w e  can understand that i n  thi s. way 
also the human being is uni ted with the externa l world. The app lied 
s c i enc e s  are  now t r y ing to uti l i z e  suc6 a v i e w point, which can b e  
seen, for instance, in medicine. At the Twel fth German Phi losophica l 
Congress in Innsbruck (Au stria) Ne l ly Tsouyopou los pre sented a paper 
ent i t l e d  "The P i ctu re of :t-1 an in Mod e rn M e d i c ine " in whi c h  she s poke 
about an ecological model of medical anthropology. 
1 3 "In the great re l i gions, the univ e r s e  i s  not �he par tner of 
re li gious communi cation but at the most a means of communicat ion, the 
partner being ins ide · or beyond the universe" (Kel ler, 1985, p. 121 ). 
14The tendency to regard the human be ing and the world as  a unit 
can now be s e e n  in many a r e a s  as,  for examp l e, in e c o logy. A t  the 
Tenth Internat iona l W i tt genstein Sympos ium in Au s t r i a, Profe s sor 
Z e ma nek in h i s  p a p e r  "Wi l l  the Com put e r  Rehumani z e  t he Natural 
S c i enc e s ? "  [in G e rman] pointed out that comput e r  t e c hno logy at its 
present level of deve lopment needs new thinking and a new phi losophy. 
The world cannot and shou ld not be seen anymore as a particular order 
of indi vidua l ob j e ct s .  I t  shou ld be s e en a s  a who l e ,  o r  a s y s t e m. 
Another point cons ide red by Professor Zemanek was that there is reci­
proc i ty between the human b e ing and the wor ld of t e chno logy wh i ch 
peop l e  c re ated.  To my m ind , thi s r e l ation can a l so b e  s e en a s  a 
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specific kind of dia logue. 
15 see : Rus sel l, 1 946, p .  136 . 
1 6  E . g.,  Rus s e l l ,  1 94 6 ,  p p .  1 3 6 f.,  Kol akow s k i ,  1 9 8 2, pp.  1 6 l f f. 
1 7see : Moj zes, 1981, esp.  pp . 190ff.  
l8see : Moj zes, 1 9 7 8 .  
l9see : S imon, 1985, p .  5 8 .  
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